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local stakeholders to play a role in de-
cision-making on Federal lands. It is
this latter feature of the bill that has
the potential to have a negative impact
on the health of our forests.

I am deeply disappointed at the
version of the bill that was just passed.
For months I worked closely with my
Senate colleagues to negotiate a com-
promise proposal that included safe-
guards to help ensure that the bill
would not lead to increased exploi-
tation of our federal timber resources.
This earlier version of the bill (S. 1608),
which passed the Senate by unanimous
consent, benefitted greatly from
changes that clarified the appropriate
role of local communities in Federal
land management decisions and di-
rected local projects funded under this
bill towards environmentally beneficial
activities rather than commodity pro-
duction. Unfortunately, many improve-
ments that I fought for in the Senate-
passed bill have either been discarded
or weakened in H.R. 2389.

I pledge to monitor closely imple-
mentation of this Act to see if it re-
sults in local projects that involve
unsustainable logging, salvage, and
other types of environmentally dam-
aging activities. I hope this does not
materialize, but if it does, I will seek
to make improvements to the Act.

f

DEATH OF E.S. JOHNNY WALKER

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise
to advise Members of the Senate that
New Mexico lost a very distinguished
citizen and a good friend with the
death of E.S. Johnny Walker on Sun-
day at the age of 89. His life of public
service began with 4 years in the Army
in World War II. Subsequently, it in-
cluded two terms in our State legisla-
ture in the House of Representatives in
Santa Fe, followed by service as com-
missioner of our public lands in New
Mexico and commissioner of the bu-
reau of revenue. He was elected to the
U.S. House of Representatives in 1964
and served two terms here in Wash-
ington representing New Mexico in the
House of Representatives.

Johnny is survived by his wife Polly,
to whom he was married for 63 years;
also by their two children, Mike Walk-
er and Janet Walker Steele; also by
grandchildren and great-grandchildren,
colleagues, and, of course, many
friends. I am proud to say that his
friends included my family and, of
course, me. We have known the Walk-
ers for decades.

I fondly recall his friendship with my
parents and with my uncle, John
Bingaman, during the time when I was
growing up in Silver City. He was a
‘‘man of the people’’ in the very best
sense of that phrase. He worked very
hard for the interest of the people of
New Mexico, and he will be remem-
bered warmly in our State for his hu-
manity and for his great service.

RURAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS
POLICY

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I rise
today to express my views toward Fed-
eral implementation of the 1996 Tele-
communications Act and my support
for a strong national rural tele-
communications policy.

One of the most important respon-
sibilities of a United States Senator is
to exercise appropriate oversight of
Federal regulatory agencies to ensure
sound policy and the wisest use of tax-
payers dollars. Toward this end, I have
carefully monitored the Federal Com-
munications Commission’s implemen-
tation of the 1996 Telecommunications
Act in an attempt to ensure that this
agency follows the intent of Congress
in developing a strong national rural
telecommunications policy.

I am proud to have supported the his-
toric 1996 Telecommunications Act
which deregulated the telecommuni-
cations industry for the first time in 62
years. I believe this Act has begun to
reach its promise of a competitive mar-
ketplace, lower prices, and greater con-
sumer choice in services for every
American. Since its passage, the tele-
communications industry has grown
dramatically, creating 230,000 more
jobs nationwide, generating an addi-
tional $57 billion in revenues, and fos-
tering an environment in which bil-
lions of dollars has been invested in
telecommunications infrastructure.
Despite this promising news, I am very
concerned that the FCC’s implementa-
tion of the Act has stifled the expan-
sion of some of these benefits into
rural parts of Minnesota.

As a former small businessman, I
often hear about the regulatory bur-
dens experienced by my state’s entre-
preneurs and businesses. As someone
who spent 23 years in the broadcasting
industry, I also understand their frus-
tration with the far-reaching regu-
latory authority of the Federal Com-
munications Commission. It has be-
come very clear to me that the admin-
istrative and regulatory burdens im-
posed upon small telecommunications
providers reflect the Commission’s ne-
glect for the unique needs of rural tele-
communications companies and their
need for fairer regulatory treatment.

The concerns of rural telecommuni-
cations companies are underscored in a
letter sent to me by Farmers Mutual
Telephone Company General Manager
Robert Hoffman, who wrote, ‘‘My con-
cern with the FCC is all the additional
filings and requirements they are plac-
ing on small telephone companies. A
couple of years ago we didn’t have any
filings with the FCC. Now we have
about ten annual filings which are con-
fusing and labor intensive, and thus ex-
pensive for companies of our size. The
FCC has no sympathy for small rural
telecommunications companies.’’

As my colleagues know, this de-regu-
latory law has been the subject of liti-
gation from the moment it was enacted
due to what many perceive to be the
FCC’s over-regulatory approach to its

implementation. Far too often, the
Commission’s rules have gone beyond
Congressional intent. In particular, I
am disappointed by the Commission’s
implementation of sections of the Act
which are intended to preserve uni-
versal service assistance and the de-
ployment of advanced telecommuni-
cations services. I am sure that my col-
leagues would agree that universal
service assistance is the cornerstone of
an effective rural telecommunications
policy.

In implementing the 1996 Act, the
Commission has thus far failed to ad-
here to the important universal service
principles established by Congress
under this law. The Act specifically re-
quired the joint board on universal
service and the FCC to base their uni-
versal service policies upon the fol-
lowing principles: the ability of quality
services to be provided at just, reason-
able and affordable rates; that all re-
gions of the country should have access
to advanced telecommunications serv-
ices; that telecommunications services
should be comparable to services in
urban areas; and that universal service
should be supported by specific and
predictable funding mechanisms. Con-
gress should clearly do more to hold
the Commission’s feet to the fire to en-
sure that there is proper implementa-
tion of universal service support.

I have worked hard in Congress to en-
sure that the decades-long policy of
universal service is preserved and ad-
vanced and that there are adequate
revenues to maintain rural networks.
Earlier this Congress, I wrote to FCC
Chairman Kennard to express my oppo-
sition to any proposal which would
transfer authority over the Universal
Service Fund to the Department of
Treasury. I believe that such an ap-
proach would undermine universal
service policy and could have an ad-
verse impact upon small telephone car-
riers and the communities they serve.
More importantly, this plan would
place the Universal Service Fund at
great risk of manipulation by the fed-
eral government and the excessive
spending habits of Members of Con-
gress. I am pleased that the Adminis-
tration has finally agreed that is not
‘‘public money’’ and has withdrawn
this ill-advised plan.

I also believe that the Rural Utilities
Service telephone loan program is vital
to the development of a strong rural
telecommunications infrastructure,
and an essential component of our na-
tional commitment to universal serv-
ice. I have repeatedly written the Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee to urge
funding for the Rural Utilities Service
telephone loan program. I firmly be-
lieve that RUS telephone loans have
helped to improve telephone service in
rural and high cost areas. Through
RUS financing, telephone borrowers
have made significant improvements to
telecommunications services through-
out rural Minnesota.

My oversight of the FCC has also in-
cluded efforts to make it easier for
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